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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated 
by Breed [US. 6,343.810]. 

In claim 17, Breed discloses a method of modifying collision load paths of a 
vehicle comprising: generating object detection signal in response to at least one object 
external from the vehicle; determining an object parameter comprising object size and 
object weight in response to object detection signals; and activating a structural 
stiffness-adjusting device (airbag) within a frame rail of the vehicle in response to the 
object parameter (abstract; col. 4, lines 52- col. 5, line 55; col. 11, line 57- col. 12, line 
10). 

In claim 19, Breed discloses classifying at least one object, determining velocity, 
heading (angle), collision type (front/side impact), assessing collision threat, activating 
at least one structural stiffness-adjusting device (col. 4, line 52- col. 5, line 55; col. 12, 
lines 4-10). 

In claim 20, Breed discloses modifying collision load path within at least one side 
of the vehicle (figs. 9B, 1 0A, 1 0C, 11 B). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-6, 9-10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fraley [US. 6,786,508] in view of Yokota [US. 6,560,520]. 

In claim 1, Fraley discloses an adaptive collision load path modification system 
for vehicle comprising: a plurality of object detection sensors (impact sensor; col. 1, 
lines 23-26); at least one structural stiffness-adjusting device (safety devices, energy 
absorption device, airbag, bolster, bladder) coupled within a frame rail of a vehicle (col. 
3, lines 7-12); and a controller (60, 62) for activating the stiffness-adjusting device in 
response to object detection signals (col. 4, lines 21-33); wherein at least one structural 
stiffness-adjusting device comprises an outer body at least partially filled with a 

magneto-rheological material that stiffens the frame rail when activated (col. 1. lines 52- 

» 

65; col. 4, lines 1-2). 

Fraley discloses the activation of the stiffness-adjusting device upon impact is 
based on vehicle speed, vehicle acceleration and inside vehicle object detected (col. 4, 
lines 31-51); Yokota teaches a stiffness-adjusting device for airbag system comprising 
detecting object inside (occupant) and outside of the vehicle (determine distance and 
relative speed to another vehicle or an obstacle; Collision Prediction Sensor System; 
col. 2, line 66- col. 3, line 24). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time of the invention was made the activation of a safety device 
responsive to the detected objects external or internal or both inside or outside of the 

1 

vehicle is based on designer choice to increase the effectiveness of the safety system 
(prediction and protection). 

in claim 2, Yokota disclose the object detection signals comprise collision 
detection information (abstract). 

In claims 3 and 4, Fraley and Yokota disclose impact (contact) sensor, 
accelerometer, etc. (Fraley, col. 1, lines 24-25; Yokota, col. 11, lines 45-46). 

In claim 5, Yokota discloses a variety of object sensors including radar, lasers, 
vision, etc. (col. 3, lines 1-24; col. 7, lines 45-53). 

In claim 6, Fraley and Yokota disclose the stiffness-adjusting device comprises 
an air bag (the bladder contains magneto-rheological fluid and gas; Fraley, col. 1, line 
66- col. 2, line 13). 

In claims 9, 10 and 12, Fraley and Yokota disclose the stiffness-adjusting device 
is coupled within the frame rail of the vehicle at various locations, front and sides 
(Fraley, 12, 14, 18. 20, 22, 26, 29 in fig. 1; col. 2, line 48- col. 3, line 22). 
5. Claims 13-16 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yokota in view of Wong [US. 3,871,471] and Kolassa [US. 6,290,019]. 

In claims 13, 14 and 21 , Yokota discloses an adaptive collision load path 
modification system for vehicle comprising object detection sensors (10, fig. 2; col. 3, 
lines 1-25) generating object detection signals; a controller (ECU 1 1); a structural 
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stiffness-adjusting device (fig. 2) coupled to the controller and being activated by the 
controller in response to the object dejtection signals. 

Yokota fails to disclose a tire deflation apparatus; Wong teaches deflating tire in 
collision danger situation, and Kolassa teaches tires can be deflated electronically in a 
vehicle danger situation (abstract; figs. 1-2). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to deflate tires if needed in 
an imminent danger condition in addition to the stiffness adjusting device to provide 
additional protection to the vehicle and the people inside or outside the vehicle. 

In claim 15, Kolassa teaches a pyrotechnic element is used to deflate the tire 
(col. 2, lines 55-62). 

In claim 16, Kolassa teaches a plurality of tire deflators associated each with a 
respective one of the vehicle tires, and a controller activating at least one of the tire 
deflator based on information from a sensor (fig. 1). 

6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Yokota, 
Wong and Kolassa in view of Breed. 

In claim 8, Yokota, Wong and Kolassa combined of claim 13 teach detecting 
collision object parameters including speed and distance (col. 3, lines 1-25), and 
subsequently adjusting the stiffness of protecting device and deflating tire; Breed 
teaches the collision object parameters including speed, heading, size, weight, location 
relative to the vehicle are used to adjust the stiffness of protection devices (col. 4, line 
52 through col. 5, line 55; col. 12. lines 4-10). It would have been obvious to anyone of 
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ordinary skill in the art; more collision object parameters provide more precisions in 
adjusting the stiffness of protection devices including airbags or tires. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fraley 
and Yokota in view of Wong and Kolassa. 

In claim 1 1. the reason for rejection is similar to the rejection of claims 13-14 for 
the combined Fraley and Yokota collision load path system of claim 1 . 

8. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Breed in 
view of Wong and Kolassa. 

In claim 18, the reason for rejection is similar to the rejection of claims 13-14 for 
the Breed method of using collision load path system of claim 17. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-6, 9-10, 12, 17, and 19-20 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

10. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347. 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In the case of claims 8, 11. 
13-16. 18 and 21, Breed, Fraley and Yokota teach modifying load path for a vehicle in 
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imminent danger of collision (adjusting the stiffness of energy absorbing device or 
airbag), Wong teaches modifying stiffness of tires in a collision danger situation, and 
Kolassa teach electronically modifying stiffness of tires when vehicle is in an imminent 
danger; the systems are dealing with a vehicle in imminent danger situation and the 
combination is deemed possible to provide more effective protection for vehicle in 
accident. 

11. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne V. Lai whose telephone number is 571-272-2974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am to 5:30 pm, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hofsass Jeffery can be reached on 571-272-2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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